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DETAILED ACTION 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 5 July 2005 has been entered. 

Claims 1-40 are pending in the application. Claims 1-40 have been rejected. 

Specification 

The Examiner thanks Applicants for amending the specification to include the essential subject 
matter found in the provisional application related to claims 35-40. 

Rejections under 35 U.S. C. §§102 and 103 
In light of the amendments to each independent claim presented in the application, the Examiner 
withdraws the previous rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103. Applicants' arguments have 
been fully considered but are moot. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. Claims 1-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 
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The independent claims in this application (claims 1, 16, 30, 33, and 34) all recite the 
phrase "modifying said textual description substantially in real time" or similar. While the term 
"substantially" is described as broad, not indefinite in MPEP 2173.05(b), in the context of these 
claims the Examiner submits that the term is indefinite. The step described by this limitation 
would be recognized by a person of ordinary skill in the art as computationally complex and 
dependent upon the technology employed. Improvements in computational capability and 
algorithms would affect the functional definition of the term "substantially in real time". 

It is therefore indefinite whether a system that performs the recited method and requires 
several seconds of computational time meets the limitation of modifying the textual description 
"substantially in real time". This limitation appears to emphasize an enhanced computational 
speed that is not directly disclosed in the specification. 

The Examiner respectfully suggests claiming that the textual description is modified in 
response to the modification of the diagrammed model, and for the other claims similarly. 
Alternatively, the Examiner respectfully requests that Applicants cite definite support in the 
application for the phrase "substantially in real time" that enables a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to determine precisely what type of time interval this phrase comprises. 

Claims rejected but not specifically mentioned stand rejected by virtue of their 
dependence. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1-11, 14-15, 33, and 35-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over "Extending the Object-Process Methodology to Handle Real-Time Systems" 
by Mor Peleg and Dov Dori (Peleg) in view of "OPCAT: Object-Process CASE Tool" by Dr. 
Dov Dori (Dori) and further in view of "From Object-Process Diagrams to a Natural Object- 
Process Language" by Mor Peleg and Dov Dori (Peleg2) (provided by Applicants). 

The Examiner respectfully submits that Peleg constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) based on the publication date of January 1999 for the Journal of Object-Oriented 
Programming, Volume 1 1, Number 8. Dori is shown by the Internet Archive Wayback Machine 
as being published in August 1997 and therefore constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 
Peleg2 constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) to a different inventive entity. None of the 
references appear subject to the exclusions of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c). 

Regarding claims 1-7, 10-11, 14-15, and 33 these claims recite a computer-implemented 
method of modeling aspects of a system according to what Applicants have disclosed as Object- 
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Process Methodology (OPM) (see specification as originally filed, page 2, lines 10-14). The 
Peleg reference discloses a method of modeling that anticipates this method (page 5, Section 3 
"The Object-Process Methodology (OPM) and OPM/T"). The Peleg reference also discloses 
that the "OPCAT-Object Process CAse Tool, version 2.0" implements or will implement this 
method of modeling (page 17). The Peleg reference further discloses that the level of detail 
(zoom) is configurable [ "Processes with a bold contour are zoomed in (scaled up) in other, 
lower level, OPDs. " (page 8, Section 4)]. 

The Dori reference confirms that OPCAT is a CASE Tool to support information systems 
development using OPM. (page 1). The Dori reference further discloses that OPCAT "supports 
all of OPM's scaling capabilities" and "does not allow to draw elements that violate rules of 
OPM 5 ', thus implicitly disclosing the claimed input method. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine OPCAT with the teachings of the Peleg reference in 
light of the Peleg reference's expressly disclosed suggestion to implement OPM and OPM/T in 
OPCAT. 

The Peleg2 reference discloses the "Object-Process Language" (OPL) (see page 223, 
Section 2) conforming to at least OPM. Peleg2 further discloses the requisite graphical "Object- 
Process Diagrams" (OPD) (Fig. 3, etc.) and corresponding OPL sentences (page 224-225, etc.). 
The Peleg2 reference discloses the claimed OPL production rules (page 226, Section 4). Peleg2 
further discloses the motivation for using OPL [ "The resulting OPL text is used for two major 
purposes: one is to provide a concise specification of the analyzed and designed system feedback 
to the prospective system customer, while the other is to automate the application generation, 
i.e., the executable code and database schema generation. " (page 227, Section 5)]. 
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Further, Peleg2 depicts figures that show the OPD and equivalent OPL simultaneously 
(Fig. 3, etc.) at least suggesting to one of ordinary skill in the art that the corresponding OPCAT 
implementation should display both the OPD and OPL simultaneously. Peleg2 further discloses 
motivation for doing so [ "The specification reader, when presented with both the graphic and 
the textual specification modes, enjoys the synergy of this combination. " (page 227, Section 5)]. 

Peleg2 further discloses that the system generates a textual description to provide a 
simulation of a modeled system [ "The OPDs can, for example, be read in any sequence, and not 
just in the linear "reading order which is helpful for presenting concurrent processes. " (page 
227). Peleg2 also discloses that the system is used to automatically generate C++ code to 
implement the model (page 227, Section 5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicants' invention to combine the teachings of these references for at least the motivations 
cited above. 

Regarding claims 8-9, Peleg2 discloses OPL Production Rules (page 226, Section 4). 
Official notice is taken that batch processing and real-time processing are well known in the art 
of software engineering. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art of 
software engineering, in combination with his own knowledge of that art and the teachings of the 
Peleg and Dori reference, to implement the step of generating in either a real-time or batch 
fashion, motivated in either case by the computational capabilities and end-user preferences. 



Application/Control Number: 09/808,78 1 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2123 

Regarding claims 35-40, these claims recite several well-known features of computer- 
implemented design tools. Official notice is taken that it is well known in the art to 
automatically generate documentation files comprising graphics and text. Official notice is taken 
that it is well known in the art to allow a plurality of users to work in real-time in a computer- 
implemented design tool Official notice is taken that it is well known in the art to import at least 
a part of a pre-existing project (model in this context) into another project. Official notice is 
taken that it is well known to enforce a set of business rules on a design. Official notice is taken 
that it is well known to generate a diagram in accordance with a modeling language, particularly 
Unified Modeling Language. The Examiner respectfully submits that none of the limitations in 
claims 35-40 appear to represent the disclosed inventive concept. 

4. Claims 12-13 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peleg in view of Dori in view of Peleg2 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
"From Ancient Egyptian Language to Future Conceptual Modeling" by Peter P. Chan (Chan). 

Regarding claims 12-13, none of the references cited in the rejection of claim 1 expressly 
disclose translating a label (acting as an entity in the OPD) from one natural language to another 
natural language. 

Chen discloses the relationship between natural languages and entity-relationship 
modeling techniques (abstract). Most relevant to the claims, Chen expressly suggests the use of 
conceptual modeling to improve natural language understanding and translating techniques (page 
7, Section 6). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicants' invention to combine the teachings of Chen regarding the translation of natural 
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languages using conceptual modeling to translate the OPD and OPL disclosed by Peleg, Dovi, 
and Peleg2 to facilitate collaboration between users who speak different natural languages. 

Although claims 30-32 recite a method with a different utility than claims 1 and 12-13, 
the recited limitations are nearly identical. Claims 30-32 are therefore rejected as obvious over 
the references cited above in the rejections of claims 1 and 12-13. The utility of claim 30 would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art in light of the limitations rejected in the 
context of claim 12, specifically translating from a subset of a first natural language to a subset 
of a second natural language. 

5. Claims 16-28 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peleg in view of Dori in view of Peleg2 as applied to claims 1-11, 14-15 and 33 above, and 
further in view of "OPCAT-Object Process Case Tool: an Integrated System Engineering 
Environment (ISEE)" by Dov Dori and Arnon Sturm (Dori2). 

The Examiner respectfully submits that the Dori2 reference is copyright 1998, therefore 
constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), thus does not appear to be subject to the 
exclusions of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c). 

Claims 16-28 and 34 recite essentially the same limitations as claims 1-11, 14-15, and 33, 
except that the input is textual rather than graphical, and the output is graphical rather than 
textual. Dori2 discloses that the equivalence of graphical and textual representations of Object- 
Process Models (the OPD and OPL, respectively) is recognized in the art (page 556), referring to 
these representations as "alternatives". 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of 
Applicants' invention, to combine the teachings of Dori2 acknowledging the equivalence of the 
graphical and textual representations of OPM, with the teachings of Peleg, Dori, and Peleg2 cited 
above to produce a tool that accepts textual input to create the alternative and equivalent 
graphical output. Motivation to do so is taught by Dori2, where u OPL is designed to be read as 
natural English" (page 556) and therefore would make the tool easier to use. 

6. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peleg in view 
of Dori in view of Peleg2 in view of Dori2 as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of 
US Patent No. 5,893,105 to MacLennan. 

None of the references cited in the rejection of claim 16 expressly teach the step of an 
animated simulation as recited by claim 29. However, MacLennan teaches an executable 
flowchart (abstract) that creates a diagram using "suitable flowchart elements" (column 3, lines 
2-20) and teaches an animated simulation of the execution of the flowchart (column 3, lines 35- 
58). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicants' invention to combine the teachings of MacLennan regarding an animated simulation 
of an executable flowchart with the combined teachings cited in the rejection of claim 16 in order 
to improve the visual cues indicating the progress of the simulation through the flowchart. 



Conclusion 
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Art considered pertinent by the examiner but not applied has been cited on form PTO- 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason Proctor whose telephone number is (571) 272-3713. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am-4:30 pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo Picard can be reached at (571) 272-3749. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. Information regarding the status of 
an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private 
PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
Art Unit 2123 
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